Purpose -The purpose of this paper is to assess the records system of a Turkish public university, using the example of Hacettepe University in order to develop records management programs in Turkish universities. Design/methodology/approach -A survey method is used in this research; data are gathered through literature reviews, legal analysis, questionnaires, and interviews. Analyzing the information gathered concerning the differences and commonalities of the systems will allow researchers to develop solutions for records management. Findings -The paper finds that institutional processes in Turkish public universities relating to records are not able to meet legal and administrative requirements, and this inadequacy resulted from erroneous applications, insufficient legal regulations, lack of quality-based administrative structure, ineffective records management systems, and unqualified staff. Originality/value -This paper uses analysis techniques specific to the records management and quality management fields in order to provide information about the administrative systems needed for quality-based systems documentation.
Introduction
One of the fundamental aims of organizations nowadays is to achieve "quality." Designing a road map to attain quality requires considering the concept as a whole: developing policies, procedures, and practices which include every institutional component; transforming these into written documents; and implementing, evaluating, and controlling the system in accordance with these documents. While the documents prepared in light of outside standards and institutional needs illuminate the institution's future, records illuminate the institution's past. To achieve institutional quality, both preparing documentation about administrative systems and also implementing a records management program are extremely important. Analyzing the administrative and legal systems of institutions is the first step toward developing the document and records programs fundamental for designing quality-based systems (Brumm, 1996; Schlickman, 2003) . Therefore, this paper aims to prepare quality system documentation requirements for the records system of Hacettepe University, a well-known Turkish university and a leader among Turkish public universities with regard to scientific publications in social science citation index, science citation index , and arts and humanities citation index (Academic Ranking of World Universities, 2006) .
Methodology and analysis
This paper attempts to describe the current condition, procedures, and problems of Hacettepe University (HU) records system according to the survey results. As part of the survey, questionnaires and interviews were carried out in all divisions having file units in the HU records system. The research supported the hypothesis that the institutional processes associated with records could not be realized through legal and administrative necessities in Turkish public universities (example Hacettepe University) because of erroneous applications, insufficiency of legal regulations, lack of quality-based administrative structure, ineffective records management system, unqualified staff (Külcü 2005, p. 6) . As a result of this research, documentation of the records retention program for quality management has been completed for the Hacettepe University Beytepe Campus.
To confirm the research hypothesis, legal and administrative analyzes were realized. In terms of legal analysis, legal regulations affecting or determining records procedures in the Turkish juridical system were examined. Three aspects of legal regulations were evaluated:
(1) Legal conditions affecting or determining records procedures throughout the Turkish juridical system were analyzed. (2) Regulations determining institutional policy and procedures were analyzed for their effects on records practices. (3) The legal condition of the Turkish university system as this affects or determines records practices was analyzed.
In this context, 12 laws, six regulations, three circulars and one charter, all related to government institutions and affecting records procedures in Turkish governmental organizations, were examined. In addition 52 laws, 12 statutory decrees, 77 Council of Ministers declarations, 63 regulations, four circulars and seven reports and directories affecting or determining records issues in the Turkish higher education system and at Hacettepe University were examined. Space prevents the presentation of the findings of the legal analysis; however, results of the administrative analysis are presented in the following sections. Data for analysis were gathered by means of participant observation, interviews, and questionnaires in academic and administrative units having individual file units in the HU records system. As part of the administrative analysis, the administrative structure and the organizational flow of the institution was investigated, and the distribution of staff who were responsible for or actually executed records work and records processes was described -involving an examination of everything from small units to the presidency. Questionnaires were distributed in a total of six faculties, 48 departments, five department divisions, four institutes, three schools, five research centres, and the 17 administrative units of the presidency. The questionnaires of 186 participants executing or responsible for records issues were analyzed. The questionnaire was designed to gather information about the present condition of administrative structures and organizational communication systems and about parts of the organization in need of overhaul using quality approaches (Blow, 1995; Brumm, 1996; Rao et al., 1996) . Also, units creating or receiving records as part of their operations were examined from a records management perspective, and records and archival procedures and practices (Brumm, 1997; Hare and McLeod, 1997;  AP 61,5 Langemo, 1995; Montaña, 1997; Penn et al., 1994; Skupsky, 1994) were analyzed in terms of quality system documentation (Berry, 1998; Brumm, 1996; Schlickman, 2003) according to the information received from the questionnaire.
The questionnaire consisted of closed-and open-ended questions. With some questions, participants were able to select more than one option and to prioritize them with one (most important) to five (least important). Participants were sorted into three groups for more reliable evaluation of descriptive questions. The HU hierarchy and formal communication chain were the basis for the groups. Table I shows the groups and the number of staff in each.
Some questionnaire responses were presented on a five-point Likert scale: 1 ¼ SD, Strongly disagree; 2 ¼ D, Disagree; 3 ¼ N, Neutral; 4 ¼ A, Agree; 5 ¼ SA, Strongly agree. Likert-scale responses were analyzed by calculating mean rates (X: the mean of a statistical distribution with a discrete random variable, or the mathematical average of all the terms) and standard deviation for calculating deviations of responses (s: the standard deviation, or a measure of the spread of the values in a data set; for example, s larger than 1.00 would mean uncertain or scattered responses). This paper will include only part of the results of the administrative analysis. . HU was ranked 339th in Shanghai Jiao Tong University's "Top 500 Universities" list (2005) .
Hacettepe University
Results of the administrative analysis of the HU records system: descriptive statistics As part of the administrative analysis, first the number of staff executing or responsible for records processes was investigated. Based on job titles, 326 of a total of 836 administrative staff could be identified as responsible for records issues. Participant observation and interviews indicated, however, that a total of l,216 staff Among the 183 staff members who responded to the question about educational level, a total of 59 (32.2 percent) had graduated from junior high school and 64 (35.0 percent) from high school, while 55 (30.1 percent) have bachelor's degrees and five (2.7 percent) have master's degrees. However, the data also indicated that the educational level of the staff had risen over time. For instance, a bachelor's degree was the most common educational level for workers with less than five years' experience (37.3 percent), while high school was most common among workers with six to ten years' experience (41.5 percent) and junior high for those with 11 to 20 years (35.4 percent).
In contrast, the educational levels of records management professionals are quite different from the general educational profile summarized in Table II . For example, a total of 5.1 percent of staff who executed records work at HU reported graduation from a professional school, while 9.2 percent of staff reported taking training or other professional courses. Unfortunately, 85.7 percent of staff who executed or were responsible for records procedures indicated that they carried out these tasks without help from any professional unit of the university. Table III lists job titles of staff who executed or were responsible for records practices.
Based on job titles, most staff who fulfilled records procedures consisted of administrative officials (31.2 percent), computer operators (27.4 percent), administrative chiefs (14.5 percent), and typists (11.8 percent). Academic titles were associated with less than 10 percent of staff. Because the job descriptions of administrative officials, computer operators, and typists included records work these results are to be expected. Table IV indicates the distribution of staff who executed records work at HU. Table V show that a majority of the staff who are responsible for records procedure in the institution are official workers (89.5 percent). The rate of administrators who are responsible for records procedure is 10.5 percent. This table indicates that approximately there is one administrator for each nine workers within the institution on the records processes.
Total number of records created or received in academic and administrative units at HU Table VI shows the total number of records created or received in academic and administrative units at HU in a single year. All departments must make an inventory of incoming and outgoing records for each year.
Table VI charts the total number of incoming or outgoing records for HU administrative and academic units. The total number of outgoing records for 2005 was 127,928; the total incoming was 125,091. The flow of the records was greatest in the Faculty of Letters, the Faculty of Science, the Faculty of Engineering, and the Presidency, with the other units as well as institutes, schools, and research centres following. Among departments, the largest number of outgoing records was created in the Department of Chemistry, and the largest number of incoming records was received in the Department of Geological Engineering. Among the faculties, the Faculty of Letters had the heaviest record traffic. Among the institutes, the Institute of Social Science had the most records. Among the research centres, the largest numbers of outgoing records exist in Environment Research and the Application Center. Among HU administrative units, records flows were high in the Directorate of Student Affairs, the Directorate of Personnel Affairs, and the Directorate of Administrative and Financial Affairs. Table VII summarizes the records flow of the administrative and academic units.
The total number of records created or sent to other units by HU departments was approximately 41,129 in 2005. Of the total number, 8,668 records were sent to institutions outside HU. Thus, approximately 93 percent of records created in HU units were being used only at HU. Legally, it is necessary to make at least one duplicate copy of a record at each step of the formal communication process in the HU hierarchy. For instance, a record created to be sent to an outside organization must stop at three different points and each point makes one copy according to the Turkish juridical system. As a result, more than half of the total 125,000 records created on campus consist of duplicates. This highlights a very serious problem for the HU records system. 
AP 61,5
Results of the administrative analysis: HU records management practices This section of the study includes the results from the part of the questionnaire about records practices and problems. This survey was conducted with staff who executed record procedures in HU units. As mentioned before in the methodology section, the questionnaire respondents were analyzed as groups, selected according to the HU administrative hierarchy. The aim of administrative analysis is to identify the present situation of the administrative management systems, investigate the problems of the record system, and then to use the results to reorganize the records management system. Because the participants were able to select more than one choice, the total rates in the tables below are sometimes more than 100 percent. Table VIII identifies problems in the HU records system as prioritized by respondents.
According to Table VIII , staff who executed or were responsible for records procedures at HU identified lack of a records management program as one of the most important problems for campus record processes (65.6 percent). Lack of retention schedules was ranked as the second most important problem (60.2 percent). Third were duplication of records in various units and lack of a central university archive (59.1 percent each), and fourth was inefficiency of administrative and legal regulations (44.1 percent). Table IX lists the retention periods of records within groups of HU units as defined in Table I .
Data in Table IX indicate that all three groups kept records permanently in the repositories as a general practice without any disposition action (general ratio Gazette, 1988) . Table X identifies the records retention procedures within groups of units at HU. Analysis shows that dated records at HU are generally transferred collectively to repositories without any disposition action (general ratio 54 percent). This is a common practice for all three groups. A total of 18.8 percent of Group I, 44.7 percent of Group II and 45.0 percent of Group III indicated that they appraise their records according to administrative and legal value after the active period. No response was received from Group III concerning "Dated records are destroyed collectively," but 6.3 percent of Group I and 8.5 percent of Group II reported this procedure. "Dated records are sent to university archive" was reported by 4.5 percent of participants even though HU has no central university archives. Table XI analyzes 
Quality records management
Participants reported that one of the most important reasons for implementing a records retention program would be the positive effect of a standardization of the records procedures (62.4 percent). Other benefits in decreasing order of importance were efficiency of records operations (59.1 percent), avoiding the storage of unnecessary records (59.1 percent), and increasing quality while decreasing costs (38.2 percent). Only 11.3 percent of participants indicated that no benefit would be provided by the implementation of a records retention program. Table XIII analyzes participants' attitudes concerning the possible effects of a records management and retention program in terms of a quality-based administrative structure, as indicated on a five-point Likert scale: 1 ¼ SD, Strongly disagree; 2 ¼ D, Disagree; 3 ¼ N, Neutral; 4 ¼ A, Agree; 5 ¼ SA, Strongly agree.
The analysis shows that records procedures in each three group would be affected positively if the university decided to implement a records management and retention program in terms of a quality-based administrative structure (Total 74 percent): 78.8 percent of Group I, 70.9 percent of Group II, and 73 percent of Group III supported such a reconstruction within the institution marking Agree and Strongly agree.
Overview of the analysis
The most important problem of the HU administrative system as reported by staff who executed or were responsible for records procedures was a bureaucracy slow to communicate and unable to deal with its workload. Staff working conditions and inefficient records procedures were reported as the next most important problems. These three problems were indicated by more than 50 percent of participants.
Indicated as benefit
Not indicated as benefit n % n % Total One of the other problems reported was the lack of a records management program; more than 65 percent of participants indicated the need for implementing a comprehensive records management program. Like all institutions, HU has a records system for the creation, use, and disposition of records; however, to describe this system as a records management program would be inaccurate, because of the lack of comprehensive approaches and non-compliance with international standards such as ISO 15489, MoReq, etc. As a consequence, records system problems negatively affect not only records procedures but also the administrative structure.
Survey responses indicate that all campus groups have similar records keeping practices, as a general practice keeping records permanently. One important reason for this may be the fear of destroying needed records by mistake because of the lack of a records retention program. As mentioned before, Turkish legal regulations define records keeping practices (TC Gazette, 1988) . After the active period, records are to be sent to permanent repositories, for example, to the national archives. Because of the lack of comprehensive retention schedules, records take up a great deal of space and are difficult to retrieve.
Analysis shows that as a general practice, administrative and academic units of HU sent dated records collectively to repositories without evaluation (54 percent). Only 36 percent of units reported appraising and disposing of records. In addition, 6.3 percent of Group I and 8.5 percent Group II (Table X) reported destroying records without any evaluation activity -a procedure which could result in dangerous problems. Such problems could be avoided with a records management program. In support of this, nearly 80 percent of the participants who executed or were responsible for records processes at HU reported the need for a comprehensive records management program.
Attaining quality is often described as success in today's organizations. To achieve quality, institutions need to consider all elements that affect institutional processes. Institutional manuals, documentation of procedures, and description of record systems are extremely important for establishing a quality system by means of system documentation. Quality-based systems require documentation activity to describe future action in light of standards, specifications, and procedures. As quality systems, all management systems need records of past practices for auditing and decision-making. The development of records management programs and the implementation of quality systems have many similarities on this point. Just as the work of developing records management programs requires documentation activities concerning the administrative and legal conditions of institutions, so do the documentation activities for developing quality systems. Thus, quality documentation and documentation for developing records management programs should be carried out together. In the end, more than 70 percent of the participants confirmed such a belief with ratings of "Agree" and "Strongly agree" (Table XIII) .
Conclusion and recommendations
The research supported the hypothesis that the institutional processes associated with records could not be realized through legal and administrative necessities in Turkish public universities (example Hacettepe University) because of erroneous applications, insufficiency of legal regulations, lack of quality-based administrative structure, ineffective records management system, unqualified staff.
Quality records management
The following recommendations are made concerning Turkish public universities' records management and records retention programs in terms of quality systems:
. The educational backgrounds of staff who execute records procedures should be improved by means of orientation and other training activities.
. Attention should be paid to records problems accumulating in subunits (rather than main units) at HU, especially as these may relate to insufficient professional education or inadequate manuals and guidelines.
. A manual explaining all record procedures and related issues should be prepared, in order to standardize procedures and prevent incompatible practices between units.
. The development of records retention programs should be a priority because of incompatible applications, the destruction of important documents, and the unnecessary bulk of records in many administrative and academic units. These kinds of programs should be developed in light of international and national standards, best practices, and studies such as this.
As staff who execute or are responsible for records issues at HU have confirmed, if all recommendations listed above were put into practice, coordination and standardization problems would be avoided, records processes would be more effective, the problem of the retention and storage of unnecessary documents would be solved, institutional decisions could be more accurate and timely, and operational practices could be realized according to legal and administrative requirements, as quality systems require.
